Issues for successful IT transfer in the Arab world: a multiple stakeholder perspective by Al-Mabrouk, Khalid & Soar, Jeffrey
Issues for Successful IT Transfer in the Arab World: 
a Multiple Stakeholder Perspective 
 
Kahlid Al-Mabrouk 
University of Southern Queensland, Australia 
 w0024082@mail.connect.usq.edu.au  
 
Jeffrey Soar 
 University of Southern Queensland, Australia 
 soar@usq.edu.au
 
Abstract 
Transfer of information technology (IT) is an increasingly important component for 
technological innovation and techno-economic development in the developing countries now-
a-days. Despite the optimistic motives, some IT transfer projects have reported nil or 
detrimental impact. This paper studies the proposition that the perspectives of the stakeholder 
groups may have contributed to the IT transfer success. Many stakeholders’ networks are 
involved in IT transfer, ranging from internal to external environments of the organization. 
These stakeholders typically have points of consensus, differences and objectives on a set of 
common aims. This paper investigates the importance of multiple stakeholder perspectives in 
assessing IT transfer success in the Arab World by applying three rounds of Delphi survey. It 
identifies four major stakeholder groups in the context of IT transfer and highlights the major 
issues for successful IT transfer from the identified stakeholders’ perspectives.     
           
1. Introduction 
 
The information technology (IT) revolution has impacted, directly or indirectly, on 
almost all aspects of our lives. IT is fundamentally changing how nations develop 
their trade, educate their population, compete and interact with other nations, and 
organize knowledge. Indeed, it provides the means by which countries progress, 
innovate and succeed in the international economic, political, social, cultural and 
educational arena. Transfer of IT has, inevitably, been a new technological challenge 
for innovation and techno-economic development in the Arab World. IT transfer is 
beneficial in improving productivity, efficiency and administration, and in 
maximizing usage of limited resources (Al-Mabrouk & Soar 2006). It increases 
capacity and decreases costs of information storage, processing, and communication. 
IT transfer increases global connectivity, overcomes distance, decreases time barriers, 
reduces communication cost, cuts costs through automation, and facilitates 
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information sharing (Nahar et al. 2006). Furthermore, IT transfer seeks to promote 
socio-economic growth, competitiveness, equitable distribution of goods and services 
and access to global markets, achieve long-term growth and survival, as well as 
narrowing the gap between developed and developing countries. 
 
The stakeholders, involved in IT transfer, typically have points of consensus, 
differences and objectives on a set of common aims. The importance of gathering 
perceptions of IT transfer success, from multiple stakeholders, has been discussed 
very little in the literature. Moreover, there is no empirical evidence on: (i) whether 
the stakeholder groups have different views on issues for successful IT transfer in the 
Arab World?; (ii) on which IT transfer success issues they differ?; (iii) the importance 
of gathering perceptions from multiple stakeholders?; and (iv) whether all IT transfer 
stakeholder groups are sufficiently informed to gauge all aspects of IT transfer 
success?  This paper addresses aforementioned questions by applying three rounds of 
Delphi survey. It also focuses on the validity and relevance of the four respondent 
perspectives sought in the research project. The layout of the paper is as follows.  
 
In Section 2 we present a historical perspective on the relevance of stakeholder groups 
in prior research with insights from studies of management science and IT. Section 3 
describes the research methodology. The result from the Delphi survey are presented 
and discussed in Section 4.  Section 5 presents a comparative analysis of the data. 
Finally, some concluding remarks are provided in Section 6. 
2. Literature review  
Literature has shown the importance of classifying the stakeholder groups in an 
organization. Freeman (1984) identified them as internal and external stakeholder 
groups, which can also be categorized as primary or secondary stakeholder groups. 
Fottler et al. (1989), states that while internal stakeholders are at least partially 
supportive of an organization, external stakeholders can range from being directly 
involved in an organization, to being neutral, non supportive, or hostile. According to 
Thomlinson (1992), primary stakeholders are those who have formal, official, or 
contractual relationship and have a direct and necessary influence upon the 
organization; while secondary stakeholders are diverse and include those who are not 
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directly engaged in the organization’s economic activities, but are able to exert 
influence or are affected by the organization.  
 
Key (1999) states that in addition to the identification of both internal and external 
stakeholder groups, it is necessary to recognize the limitless linkages between these 
groups and between individual actors.  Thus, an actor can be a member of a variety of 
groups. This suggests the complexity of the relationships between groups. These 
relationships between stakeholder groups perhaps cannot be clearly identified, but the 
interests that an actor or group represents (internal vs. external) can be identified. 
Therefore, it is the ‘interest’ which is the crucial variable to be identified, and not the 
individual or stakeholder group (Key 1999).  
 
In line with this, Donaldson and Preston (1995) have argued that stakeholders should 
be identified by their interests. Boddy (1986) also argues that organizations can be 
viewed as comprising different ‘stakeholder’ groups whose interests in promoting or 
resisting change, or apathy to innovation, may be explained by identifying their 
respective perceived interests and by examining how they will be affected by new 
technology. Freeman (1984), on the other side, has identified the interests as ‘effects’ 
and attempted to categories these interests as technological, social, political, and 
managerial.  
 
Information technology literature identifies different stakeholder types within the 
organisations. Lacity and Willcocks [9], for instance, identified four distinct client IT 
stakeholder groups and three distinct suppliers IT stakeholder groups. Customer 
senior business managers, customer senior IT managers, customer IT staff and 
customer IT users were identified as the client IT stakeholder groups. Supplier senior 
managers, suppliers account managers, and supplier IT staff were identified as 
supplier IT stakeholder groups. Furthermore, Pimchangthong et al. (2003) have 
identified a number of groups of stakeholders that play an important role in the IT 
major issues. These are: IT academics, IT practitioners, and IT professionals.   
 
From a technology transfer perspective, Gray and Diamond (2005) provide a 
comprehensive classification of technology transfer key stakeholder groups: 
developers, owners, suppliers, buyers, recipients and users of technology such as 
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private firms, state enterprises, and individual consumers, financial and donors, 
governments, international institutions, non-government organisations and community 
groups.  
 
The use of the term ‘stakeholder’ in IT transfer is not old.  It has been associated with 
the need to involve certain types of stakeholders in IT transfer literature. Al-Mabrouk 
and Soar (2006) have been pioneers in identifying four key stakeholder groups, 
namely, academics, IT practitioners, government officials, and technology suppliers, 
that are involved in IT transfer process.  There are two main reasons for identifying 
them as key stakeholders in the IT transfer success. Firstly, their knowledge, 
experience and level of expertise in IT transfer. Secondly, each of these stakeholder 
groups can evaluate the IT transfer success from different perspectives and using 
different criteria. On the basis of these reasons our data collection and analyses 
commenced with the classification of respondents into four stakeholder groups 
namely: (1) academics, (2) IT practitioners, (3) government officials, and (4) 
technology suppliers.   
 
3. Research methodology 
 
The chosen research method was a Delphi method. The Delphi is a technique for the 
systematic solicitation and collation of judgments on a particular topic through a set 
of carefully designed sequential questionnaires, interspersed with summarized 
information and feedback of opinions derived from experts (Delbecq et al. 1986). This 
method is often used to investigate, identify and understand the issues or factors that 
influence or may influence any specific issues, topic or problem area (Okoli & 
Pawlowski 2004). The process of the Delphi method can be continued until a 
satisfactory level of consensus is achieved regarding the objectives of the study. In 
addition, the Delphi findings allow statistical summarisation and comparison to 
demonstrate group consensus and differentiation. The reliability and validity of the 
Delphi method depends on the nature of the study, characteristics of the experts used 
as panel members, and the successive rounds of the survey instrument. 
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In this study, a three-round, non-anonymous, Delphi-type open survey was conducted 
using email with attached survey instruments. The study involved three survey 
rounds: (1) ‘inventory’ round, (2) ‘confirmation’ round, and (3) ‘ranking’ round. The 
objective of the first round of the study was to explore and inventory all major issues 
for successful IT transfer in the Arab World experienced to date from four major 
stakeholder groups (all highly qualified experts) who are familiar, active and 
knowledgeable on IT transfer in the Arab World. The groups are academics, IT 
practitioners, government officials, and technology suppliers. After eliminating 
duplicate responses and unified terminology, a set of major issues were then grouped 
conceptually into categories. The purpose of the second round was to obtain 
comments and confirmation on the set of major issues. The aim of the third round was 
to rank the major list of issues.  Figure 1 depicts the study design, with spheres 
representing main stages of activity and rectangles representing key inputs and 
outputs. Appendix (A) shows the rankings of the 10 major issues based on their mean 
scores.   
Figure 1: Study design 
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4. Study findings 
 
 
In round-one, a total of 120 survey instruments were distributed to the stakeholder 
groups in the Arab World. Before the survey instrument was send out, a pilot survey 
was conducted for clarity and ease of understanding. There were 30 experts in each 
group, and the study aimed to target 18 respondents in each panel following the 
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recommendations from Delphi literature [13]. A total of 72 completed questionnaires 
were obtained from the first round survey, providing a net response rate of 61%. 41 
issues were identified by the 72 respondents. A rationally synthesized and logically 
restructuring resulted in a set of 10 major issue categories (see Appendix A). In 
round-two, the stakeholder groups were asked to provide comments and confirmation 
of the major issues. The comments on and confirmation of the major issues from the 
second round resulted in a minimally revised master set of 10 major issues. In the 
round three survey instrument, stakeholder groups were asked to rate the importance 
of the 10 major issues on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 to 7, where 1 
means ‘not at all important’ and 7 means ‘extremely important’. 
 
5. Comparative analysis  
 
To identify if the perceptions of different stakeholder groups vary in each of the major 
issues, both descriptive and inferential statistics have been used. Initially, the mean 
score and standard deviation of each of the major issues were calculated and the 
issues were ranked (see column 1 in Appendix A) based on their mean scores. It 
revealed that the IT Suppliers issue plays the most important role in the successful IT 
transfer in the Arab world, followed by Strategic and Technological Capabilities 
issues. Though Political Stability is one of the major issues in successful IT transfer in 
the Arab world, it is the least important major issue. We then calculated the means 
and standard deviations of scores of each of the stakeholder groups for all major 
issues. Figure 2 shows the mean score of the major issues for different stakeholder 
groups. It is observed that for none of the major issues did the stakeholder groups 
come to a consensus (having the same mean score). Also the standard deviations were 
different for different stakeholder groups.  
 
To test if the differences in the mean scores of the stakeholder groups are statistically 
significant we pursued Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) for all the major issues. As all 
the p-values are greater than 0.05, the ANOVA revealed the fact that at 5% level of 
significance there is a statistically significant difference between the stakeholder 
groups for each of the major issues. In other words, there is at least one stakeholder 
group that varies with the other group(s) regarding their perception of the major 
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issues. Therefore, we conducted a post-hoc test, called Tukey’s multiple comparison 
tests, to pinpoint which group differs with the other group(s). 
 
Figure 2: Mean score of the major issues for different stakeholder groups. 
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It was found that, for the major issue IT suppliers, at 5% level of significance there 
was a significant difference between Academics and Government Officials (p-value = 
0.036<0.05); and also between IT practitioners and Government Officials (p-value = 
0.009<0.05). However, the differences between the mean scores for other pairs of 
stakeholder groups are not statistically significant. In the case of the major issue 
‘strategic’ the perceptions of the Academic and IT Practitioners are the same, but the 
perceptions of the stakeholder groups in other pairs of groups are different. Similar 
analytical conclusions can be drawn for other major issues.  
 
6. Conclusion 
 
This paper has investigated the perception of major issues for successful IT transfer in 
the Arab World. The data has been analyzed using appropriate statistical tools. It is 
observed that there are points of consensus as well as difference between the 
stakeholder groups regarding the IT transfer major issues. For example, the 
stakeholder group “Technology Suppliers” scored the “government policies” issue as 
the most important major issue whereas the other three groups came to a consensus 
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that it is not the most important major issue in successful IT transfer in the Arab 
World.  From the mean score obtained from the scores of all stakeholder groups, it is 
revealed that “IT Suppliers” is the most important major issue followed by 
“Strategic”.  
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Appendix A: Summary statistics, ANOVA and multiple comparison tests  
 
Des. Statistics ANOVA Tukey’s MCT  
 
Major Issues 
and Rank 
 
 
Stakeholder Group Mean St. Dev 
 
F 
P-
value 
Stak. 
group 
(I) 
Stak. 
group 
(J) 
Mean 
Diff.  
(I-J) 
p-
value 
1. Academics 6.14 0.76 3.91 0.009 1.00 2.00 .056 .969 
2. IT Practitioners 6.08 0.71    3.00 -.333(*) .036 
3. Government Officials 6.47 0.60    4.00 -.083 .905 
4. Technology Suppliers 6.22 0.86   2.00 3.00 -.389(*) .009 
      4.00 -.139 .671 
1. IT Suppliers 
     3.00 4.00 .250 .178 
1. Academics 5.97 0.98 9.56 0.000 1.00 2.00 .008 1.000 
2. IT Practitioners 5.96 0.86    3.00 -.445(*) .010 
3. Government Officials 6.41 0.58    4.00 -.429(*) .000 
4. Technology Suppliers 6.40 0.67   2.00 3.00 -.452(*) .008 
      4.00 -.436(*) .000 
2. Strategic 
     3.00 4.00 .016 .999 
1. Academics 5.90 0.99 8.22 0.000 1.00 2.00 .216 .134 
2. IT Practitioners 5.68 0.94    3.00 .099 .756 
3. Government Officials 5.80 0.90    4.00 -.259(*) .047 
4. Technology Suppliers 6.15 0.75   2.00 3.00 -.117 .643 
      4.00 -.475(*) .000 
3. Technological 
Capabilities 
     3.00 4.00 -.358(*) .002 
1. Academics 5.87 0.92 31.62 0.000 1.00 2.00 .278(*) .005 
2. IT Practitioners 5.59 0.90    3.00 .144 .312 
3. Government Officials 5.72 0.92    4.00 -.481(*) .000 
4. Technology Suppliers 6.35 0.71   2.00 3.00 -.134 .372 
      4.00 -.759(*) .000 
4. Organizational 
     3.00 4.00 -.625(*) .000 
1. Academics 6.10 0.88 9.72 0.000 1.00 2.00 .597(*) .000 
2. IT Practitioners 5.50 0.87    3.00 .472(*) .000 
3. Government Officials 5.63 1.00    4.00 .347(*) .010 
4. Technology Suppliers 5.75 0.99   2.00 3.00 -.125 .737 
      4.00 -.250 .173 
5. Economic 
     3.00 4.00 -.125 .672 
1. Academics 5.78 1.08 39.03 0.000 1.00 2.00 .563(*) .000 
2. IT Practitioners 5.21 1.05    3.00 .26 .135 
3. Government Officials 5.52 1.03    4.00 -.690(*) .000 
4. Technology Suppliers 6.47 0.62   2.00 3.00 -.302 .063 
      4.00 -1.254(*) .000 
6. Government 
Policies 
     3.00 4.00 -.952(*) .000 
1. Academics 5.86 1.04 6.36 0.000 1.00 2.00 .461(*) .000 
2. IT Practitioners 5.39 1.06    3.00 .156 .490 
3. Government Officials 5.70 1.05    4.00 .122 .682 
4. Technology Suppliers 5.73 1.02   2.00 3.00 -.306(*) .028 
      4.00 -.339(*) .011 
7. Social and 
Culture 
     3.00 4.00 -.033 .990 
1. Academics 5.90 0.86 9.57 0.000 1.00 2.00 .460(*) .001 
2. IT Practitioners 5.44 1.05    3.00 .643(*) .000 
3. Government Officials 5.26 1.17    4.00 .365(*) .017 
4. Technology Suppliers 5.54 0.81   2.00 3.00 .183 .453 
      4.00 -.095 .868 
8. Adequate 
Infrastructure 
     3.00 4.00 -.278 .112 
1. Academics 6.02 0.71 45.16 0.000 1.00 2.00 .037 .996 
2. IT Practitioners 5.98 0.90    3.00 .278 .373 
3. Government Officials 5.74 0.83    4.00 1.722(*) .000 
4. Technology Suppliers 4.30 1.09   2.00 3.00 .241 .502 
      4.00 1.685(*) .000 
9. Geographical  
and Locations 
     3.00 4.00 1.444(*) .000 
1. Academics 5.36 0.94 19.81 0.000 1.00 2.00 .639(*) .000 
2. IT Practitioners 4.72 0.70    3.00 .708(*) .000 
3. Government Officials 4.65 0.74    4.00 -.0139 1.000 
4. Technology Suppliers 5.38 0.59   2.00 3.00 .069 .945 
      4.00 -.653(*) .000 
10.  Political 
Stability 
     3.00 4.00 -.722(*) .000 
              (*) = significant at 0.05 level of significance.                                                    MTC = Multiple Comparison Test
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